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Abstract 
Recently, epistemological beliefs have received a considerable amount of attention from researchers. The main objectives of 
the research are to investigate the psychometrical properties of the Romanian version of DFEBQ proposed by Hofer and to 
analyze the relationships and the degree of overlapping between Hofer model and Schraw model of epistemological beliefs. 
Alpha coefficients of DFEBQ scales are smaller than those obtained by Hofer for the original version of the same instrument. 
The exploratory factor analysis performed on DFEBQ revealed a structure with four factors corresponding to the four 
epistemic dimensions defined by Hofer. The use of Schraw’ epistemic beliefs inventory made possible to highlight the 
convergent validity of DFEBQ scales. 
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1. Introduction 
Personal epistemology concerns individuals’ beliefs about how knowing occurs, what counts as knowledge 
and where it resides, and how knowledge is constructed and evaluated (Hofer, 2004). Hofer perspective is 
integrated in the multidimensional framework which has focused more on specific underlying epistemological 
dimensions that are independent of one another. Hofer distinguishes between four dimensions labeled as simple/ 
certain knowledge, justification for knowing, source of knowledge, and attainability of truth.  
Recently, epistemological beliefs have received a considerable amount of attention from researchers, being 
associated with self regulated learning (Muis, 2007; Bråten & Strømsø, 2005), with academic motivation and 
achievement goals (Hofer & Pintrich, 1997), with academic performances (Paulsen & Feldman, 2005). Students 
with more sophisticated epistemological beliefs are more likely to adopt mastery goals, to become intrinsically 
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motivated, to use efficient self regulation strategy. It has been also assumed that sophisticated epistemological 
beliefs will positively affect the learning process, and factors such as the choice of learning strategy. Although 
significant relationship between achievement and epistemological beliefs has been found in several studies such 
as the study (Hofer, 2000; Paulsen & Feldman, 2005), the results have not been unequivocal. Studies on 
epistemological beliefs often lack the power to detect small to moderate effect sizes and most studies rely on 
convenience samples, which may decrease the likelihood of finding significant effects (Wood & Kardash, 2002).  
Another explanation is the fact that many studies examining the relationship between epistemological beliefs and 
academic achievement have not taken cognitive abilities into account (Trautwein & Ludtke, 2007). 
Other research areas in the field concern the domain specificity versus the generality of personal epistemology 
(Hofer, 2006). Regarding the specific versus general issue, Schraw (2001) proposed one possibility that domain-
specific beliefs play a predominant role in task-specific facets of learning, whereas domain-general beliefs may 
be more influential with regard to general motivation and academic engagement. The current literature provides 
evidence of the interactivity of epistemological beliefs. For instance, significant relations have been identified 
between the different dimensions of personal epistemology when beliefs were assessed at either the domain-
specific or domain-general level (Hofer, 2000; Buehl & Alexander, 2006).  
Regarding epistemic beliefs assessment, the measure of epistemic beliefs most commonly encountered in the 
literature is Schommer’s (1990). Schraw, Bendixen, and Dunkle (2002) noted that one of the main problems in 
the study of the epistemic beliefs is the lack of valid and reliable self-report instruments. Thus, they developed a 
new instrument which better capture the five dimensions of epistemic beliefs that Schommer (1990) described. 
Another widely used instrument is Discipline Focused Epistemic Beliefs Questionnaire developed by Hofer 
(2000), its particularity being the specific domain focus.  
2. Method 
2.1. Objectives and research question 
The main objectives of the research are the following:  
- to investigate the psychometrical properties of the Romanian version of DFEBQ proposed by Hofer;  
- to analyze the relationships and the degree of overlapping between Hofer model and Schraw model of 
epistemological beliefs. Our main hypothesis is that there is a high level of overlapping between the two 
questionnaires and that the Romanian version of DFEBQ reflects the original factor structure of the 
questionnaire.  
2.2. Measures 
We used two instruments, Discipline Focused Epistemological Beliefs Items (Hofer, 2000) and Epistemic 
Beliefs Inventory (Schraw, Bendixen, & Dunkle, 2002). We also used meta-cognitive self regulation scales from 
MSLQ (The Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire, Pintrich et al, 1991) and college GPA at the end of 
the first semester in order to verify the predictive validity of DFEBQ. Both Discipline Focused Epistemological 
Beliefs Items (DFEBQ) and Epistemic Beliefs Inventory (EBI) were translated in Romanian after obtaining the 
authors’ permission to use the questionnaires.   
The Hofer’s (2000) Discipline Focused Epistemological Beliefs Questionnaire was used to measure students’ 
epistemic beliefs about knowledge in psychology. The DFEBQ is a 27-item self-report instrument designed to 
assess four dimensions of epistemic beliefs: the source of knowledge (example of item: “If you read something in 
a textbook for this subject, you can be sure it is true”), the certainty (“Truth is unchanging in this subject”), 
simplicity of knowledge (“Ideas in this subject are really complex”), and the justification of knowledge (“A 
theory in this field is accepted as true and correct if experts reach consensus”). The items ask respondents to 
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reflect on psychology when completing each item. Thus, the items measure epistemic beliefs from a domain-
specific perspective.  
Epistemic Beliefs Inventory (Schraw, Bendixen, & Dunkle, 2002) is a 32 item self-report instrument using 5-
point Likert scale. The EBI measures individual epistemological belief along a five dimension scale: simple 
knowledge, certain knowledge, quick learning, omniscient authority and innate ability. EBI measures epistemic 
beliefs from a general-specific perspective.  
Meta-cognitive self regulation scales from MSLQ (The Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire, 
Pintrich et al, 1991) include learning strategies such as rehearsal, organization, elaboration, critical thinking and 
meta-cognitive self regulation. Cognitive and meta-cognitive strategies include students’ use of basic and 
complex strategies for the processing of information from texts and lectures.  
2.3. Participants 
The participants in this study were 398 first year university students at the Transylvania University of Brasov, 
Faculty of Psychology and Education Sciences, 40 boys and 358 girls, with a mean age of 20,8. The measures 
were administered to a first year educational psychology class. Participants were informed that they would 
receive feedback on their results as a whole class and individual feedback as an epistemic profile.  
3. Results 
The reliability of the DFEBQ scales was checked by determining internal consistency Alfa Cronbach  
coefficients  are  smaller  than  those  obtained  by  Hofer  for  the  original  version  of  the  same  instrument.  All  the  
scales, except Justification have alpha coefficients between 0.70 and 0.60 which shows a high level of internal 
consistency of the analyzed scales.  
The exploratory factor analysis performed on DFEBQ revealed that after the varimax rotation the 4 factors 
corresponding to the 4 epistemic dimensions explained nearly 38.52% of the total variation (Table 1).  
 Table 1. Factorial structure of DEEBQ 
 
Certainty and source of knowledge are the factors with the clearest structure; there is a high level of 
overlapping between the original factors and the obtained solutions.  There are also items which are saturated in 
more than one factor (items 7, 8, 27) or items distributed in different factors than the original structure (6, 11, 13, 
14, 19). The differences between the original and the translated version of DFEBQ can be explained through the 
insufficiently accurate quality of the Romanian translation or through the population’s trans-cultural 
characteristics. Although, the translation of the questionnaire followed the standard procedure for the adaptation 
of foreign instruments: forward translation of the original instrument and back translation. Both versions (original 
and back translated) were compared (Duncan, 2002).  
The correlations between the DFEBQ scales and the overall score are high and statistically significant, the 
results demonstrating the fact that all scales measure the same construct. We obtained the following Pearson 
correlation coefficients between DFEBQ total score and each scale: .64, p <.001 for certainty, .43, p <.001 for 
simplicity, .82, p <.001 for source, .43, p <.001 for the justification scale.  
 F1 Certainty  F2 Source  F3 Simplicity   F4 Justification  
Eigenvalues 3.57 3.03 2.31 1.49 
% of variance 12.56 11.29 8.03 6.63 
Alfa Cronbach .75 .67 .65 .55 
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The use of EBQ made possible to highlight the convergent validity of DFEBQ scales. The correlation 
coefficients obtained between the score of the two mentioned questionnaires are high and statistically significant, 
which demonstrates that DFEBQ is a valid measurement tool for epistemic beliefs. From all analyzed scales, the 
certainty reveals the highest overlapping level (Table 2).  
Table 2. Pearson correlations between DFEBQ scales and EBQ scales 
 Certainty EBI Simplicity EBI Innate ability  EBI  Omniscient authority EBI Quick learning EBI  
Certainty DFEBQ  -.42** -.13 -.22** -.36** -.31** 
Simplicity  DFEBQ -.10 .08 -.04 -.09 -.04 
Source DFEBQ  -.29** .14 -.05 -.41** -.10 
Justification DFEBQ .11 .17* .01 -.08 .19* 
EBQ - higher scores represent more constructivist beliefs  
EBI - lower scores represent more constructivist beliefs 
* p< .05,  ** p< .01,  N = 398 
The negative correlation between source of knowledge (DFEBQ) and omniscient authority (EBI) highlights 
the belief that the source of knowledge is external. The two simplicity scales do not correlate, which show that 
they are measuring different aspects. Although, the overall scores show a medium but statistically significant 
correlation coefficient: r(396)= -.31, p<.001. 
The low level of Alfa Cronbach coefficients and also the low level of overlapping between the two 
questionnaires sustain previous research which reported low validity and consistency for the epistemic beliefs 
measures (Limon, 2006). A possible explanation may be the multidimensionality of the concept of 
epistemological beliefs, leading to difficulty to measure "pure" epistemological beliefs. Also, participants’ 
epistemological beliefs may be influenced by their level of expertise in the psychology field, the participants 
being students in the first year, novices, which may explain their inconsistent responses and their low awareness 
of these beliefs. 
The correlations with MSLQ scales or with academic performances were not statistically significant, thus the 
hypothesis regarding the predictive validity of DFEBQ is not confirmed.  The results are in contradiction with 
recent research which suggests that epistemic beliefs are one component of the cognitive and affective conditions 
of a task and that the activation of epistemic beliefs provides the opportunity for the beliefs to exert an influence 
over various facets of self-regulated learning (Muis, 2007). Hofer and Pintrich (1997) also found that epistemic 
beliefs can generate achievement goals and that these goals can activate self-regulatory behaviors.  
4. Discussion and conclusions 
Our findings confirm a clear pattern of students’ beliefs about the nature of knowledge. Exploratory factor 
analysis indicated that students’ epistemological beliefs were structured into four main factors corresponding to 
those defined by Hofer (2000). These findings lend support to previous studies concerning the 
multidimensionality of personal epistemology (Schommer-Aikins & Hutter, 2002).  
Despite these promising results, three scales of DFEBQ have values of internal consistency under 0.70, which 
recommends a careful translation revision of the questionnaire. Similar to previous research studies (Bråten & 
Strømsø, 2005; Phillips, 2001, Schommer-Aikins et al., 2005), our factor examinations highlight that some items 
of the DFEBQ are irrelevant and require refinement and further researches. Refinement of items may shed 
additional insight into the development of students’ personal epistemological beliefs in their various domains. 
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Questions concerning the adequacy of inventories such as the DFEBQ to tap into the various domains of personal 
epistemology have been raised by various researchers (Buehl, Alexander, & Murphy, 2002; Hofer, 2006).  
Further studies aim to improve DFEBQ translation. We also intend to diversify the sample in the study, 
including students form different study programs and assessing epistemic beliefs about knowledge in different 
scientific domains and comparing these results with those obtained from the assessment of epistemic beliefs in a 
general context. Although research studies conducted with domain-general instruments seem to support more 
domain generality than those conducted with instruments that specify particular disciplines (Buehl, Alexander, & 
Murphy, 2002).  
The implications of the research in the field of epistemic beliefs are that epistemic beliefs affect the students’ 
learning process but also the teachers’ educational and instructional activities. Thus, the belief of the individuals 
in knowing and the nature of knowledge have a remarkable impact on learning and accomplishment. It will be 
also interesting to test the hypothesis that self regulating learning skills mediate the relationship between 
epistemic beliefs and academic achievement, as previous research suggests (Paulsen & Feldman, 2005).  
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